We undertake a replication of research conducted in China, The Impact of Trust, Guanxi Orientation and Face on the Intention of Chinese Employees and Managers to Engage in Peer-To-Peer Tacit and Explicit Knowledge Sharing, originally published in Information Systems Journal. The study explores how aspects of Guanxi affect the intention to share knowledge. Guanxi is the Chinese phenomenon of a tight network or relationship, and the original research found that it influences the intention to share both tacit and explicit knowledge. The original study explored Cognitive, Affect, Face-Saving, and Face-Gaining constructs in explaining the influences on the intention to share knowledge. We look at how this study translates to a US business school to find out if any of the original constructs apply outside of Chinese culture in regards to sharing knowledge. Our study did not demonstrate any relationship with the FaceSaving or Face-Gaining aspects of Guanxi on the intention to share knowledge. On the other hand, we did find that the Cognitive construct (skills) had a positive relationship with knowledge sharing, unlike the original. Last, both studies demonstrate a relationship between Affect and knowledge sharing, as well as Guanxi (or relationship) and knowledge sharing, indicating that people who get along well and like each other are more likely to share knowledge, regardless of Chinese or US cultural background.
Introduction
Guanxi, a cultural and social phenomenon in China, is a crucial part of business success (Park and Luo, 2001 ). We define Guanxi as a multi-dimensional phenomenon of relationships, social networks, strategy, exchange of favors, and a path for smooth transactions (Chen et al., 2013) . Although some researchers pondered the decline of Guanxi in years past (Guthrie, 1998) , it not only remains important in organizations (Chen et al., 2013) , but is also an interesting aspect of Chinese workers and students abroad (Ding and Li, 2012) . In our global business environment, it is critical for non-Chinese organizations and workers to understand Guanxi relationships for cross-cultural success (Murray and Fu, 2016) . Another aspect of doing business in China is understanding the cultural significance of Face-Saving and Face-Gaining, known as Mianzi (Hwang, 1987) . Westerners are familiar with variants of this behavior as seeking status, and address it in more subdued terms, such as "keeping up with the Joneses" or maintaining one's reputation (Washington and Zajac, 2005) , but Mianzi holds greater significance in Chinese culture (Hwang, 1987) . Last, there is a need for trust in organizational relationships, a topic with a great deal of literature in both the west and China (Child and Möllering, 2003; Elangovan and Shapiro, 1998; Fulmer and Gelfand, 2012; Wang et al., 2008; Zaheer et al., 1998 ).
Yet, how well do the Chinese concepts translate to other cultures, even when some parallels exist? Which aspects of Guanxi are easily understood outside of China and which are not? We choose to answer these questions not with a new study, but by replicating work originally done in China that explores the intention to share tacit and explicit knowledge as a result of Guanxi orientation, face, and trust. We conduct a methodological replication study of The impact of trust, Guanxi orientation and face on the intention of Chinese employees and managers to engage in peer-to-peer tacit and explicit knowledge sharing (Huang et al., 2011) . We undertake this replication to determine which aspects of Chinese business orientation (i.e. trust, Guanxi, and face) are applicable in a U.S. setting among non-Chinese business school students. We find that replication provides an interesting tool to further examine our constructs in regards to knowledge management. Replication is important because replicable results are a main tenet of the scientific method (Brandt et al., 2014) . Popper (2005) stated that "non-reproducible single occurrences are of no significance to science." Replications are particularly important for information systems research because they help the field evolve and grow (Dennis and Valacich, 2014; Niederman and March, 2015) . In this spirit, we undertake our methodological replication.
Instead of using the term Guanxi in our study, we substitute the English term "relationship," but we use the same measurement items from the original research in this reflective construct, with the exception of one question that was deemed out of place in the western context. Guanxi is loosely equivalent to western "relationships," but is far more complex, therefore, we anticipate some effects from changing this word. We do not change the terminology for Face-Saving or Face-Gaining, or for Trust.
Research Model and Hypotheses
The constructs used include Cognition-based trust, Affect-based trust, Guanxi (Relationship) Orientation, Face-Saving, Face-Gaining, Intention to share explicit knowledge, and Intention to share tacit knowledge. Cognition-based trust involves the professionalism and skills of colleagues, while Affect-based trust is grounded in emotions, caring, and friendship. For the Guanxi construct we substitute the word "relationship" as most US students are not familiar with the Chinese term. Face-Saving, a less common term in the US, is similar to keeping up social norms and expectations, while Face-Gaining is a buildup of social capital. The intention to share knowledge is split into tacit and explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is knowledge which cannot be easily expressed but which may require someone to demonstrate or explain, while explicit knowledge can be explained in an accessible manner, such as user manuals or instructions (Nonaka, 1994) . Table 1 summarizes the model constructs examined in this study. Figure 1 illustrates the research model and hypothesized relationships derived from the original study (Huang et al., 2011) .
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Method
A methodological replication indicates that we use the same methods as the original research but we carry out our study in a different environment (Dennis and Valacich, 2014) . In this case, the original study included 204 Chinese business school students, while we use 125 US business school students 1 . We utilize the original measures and survey questions, with the addition of three demographic questions (the measurement items and survey questions are listed in Appendix A). We use the same method of analysis, Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The original study used PLS-Graph software, while we use Smart-PLS. Both studies use a two-step analysis using bootstrap sampling approach to assess the measurement model, followed by analysis of the structural model (Hair et al., 2016) .
Data Collection
We used the identical survey as the original study, albeit in English 2 . For sample collection, we used business school students in a medium sized Texas business school. The students were from multiple classes and some instructors offered a small amount of extra credit to complete the survey.
Out of 130 original respondents in our study, we selected 125 for inclusion as 5 records were incomplete 3 . Our demographic data differed than the original study as we ended up with double the number of females as males, where the original had three times as many males as females. Our median age was younger than that of the original study, as well. Last, our sample contained far more undergraduates than the original study. Table 2 summarizes the demographic data of the 125 respondents. 
Analysis and Results

Measurement Model
We first examined reliability and validity of the latent variables by evaluating the measurement model. Using the Smart PLS software, we ran a bootstrap with 5000 iterations to provide parameter estimates and standard errors in the sample, including path coefficients, t-values, and p-values. As this is a replication, we used the same method of analysis. The original authors used PLS for exploratory analysis and we find the same benefit in this replication study. Table 3 summarizes the results of the evaluation of the measurement model. The values of composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) indicate internal reliability, or consistency. Our CR and AVE values are above the 0.7 and 0.5 threshold value, respectively, indicating good reliability (Chin, 1998; Fornell and Larcker, 1981) . To assess convergent and discriminant validity, we examined the square root of the AVE for each construct and factor loadings (Hair et al., 2014) . The results in Table 3 Volume 3 Paper 3 demonstrate that the square root of the AVE (in bold on the diagonal) is above the correlations of construct in both columns and rows. This supports the discriminant validity of the constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) . For the factor loadings, Table 4 shows that all the individual item measures load highest on its own latent variable rather than other latent variables, further supporting the convergent and discriminant validity of our measurement model (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) . Table 5 summarizes the results and tests of hypotheses and compares these with the results from the original study (differences are highlighted in bold in columns 4 and 5). The key difference lies in the relationships between knowledge sharing (both tacit and explicit) and Face-Saving and Face-Gaining.
Structural Model and Results
While the original study found that both Face-Saving and Face-Gaining significantly affect individuals' intention to share knowledge (Face-Saving only affects sharing tacit knowledge), none of these relationships is significant in the context of the present study (H6a: β = -0.030, ns; H6b: β = 0.036, ns; H7a: β = -0.124, ns; H7b: β = 0.015, ns). Accordingly, H8 is not supported either. In addition, our results show a significant relationship between cognition-based trust and individuals' intention to share knowledge (H1a: β = 0.292, p < 0.01; H1b: β = 0.199, p < 0.1). This contrasts the original study where cognition-based trust has no impact on ones' knowledge sharing intention. Finally, while the other relationships are in line with the original study -i.e., both Affect-based trust and Relationship (i.e., Guanxi orientation) influence sharing tacit and explicit knowledge, our additional t-tests on comparing path coefficients indicate no differences in relationship strength (H3: t=0.53, ns; H5: t=0.64, ns). Table 6 summarizes the results of path coefficients comparisons. We discuss our findings further in the discussion section. 
Additional Analyses
One methodology difference between this study and the original study lies in the sample size. Our model analysis is based on 125 survey responses whereas the original study analyzed 204 responses. The relatively small sample size of this study may limit the effectiveness and power of our structural model in detecting relationship between the constructs (Hair et al., 2016) . To eliminate this sample size difference and evaluate the robustness of the models, we later conducted a second-round data collection in the same business school using the same measurement scales. Another 131 students responded to our survey questions and among them 3 students' responses were discarded due to missing data, resulting in a total of 253 (125+128) useful responses 4 . We then reran the PLS measurement and structural model analyses based on the combined dataset. Table 7 presents the results of structural model analyses 5 and they are highly consistent with those in Table 5 , confirming the results of this replication study. (* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; two-tailed)
Discussion and Conclusion
Guanxi is a multi-faceted construct, with elements of strategic usage, individual and organizational applications, and a complex web of relationships, favors, and quid pro quo (Chen et al., 2013) . Because Guanxi has no direct translation in English, we used the more generic western term "relationship" as a substitute for the Chinese word in our survey questions. We would expect to find some differences between the original study and our replication as a result of using this simplification of Guanxi. However, even with substituting "relationship", our replication supports some aspects of Guanxi in our non-Chinese students.
The greatest difference between the American respondents and the original study was seen in FaceSaving and Face-Gaining. These concepts, as described in the questionnaire, were not understood by some respondents and most of the others found them irrelevant in terms of sharing knowledge. However, we believe that there are aspects of Face-Saving and Face-Gaining in western culture and further research may uncover this link. For example, Darwin, the preeminent British scientist, studied the topic of embarrassment in evolutionary terms as far back as 1872, and recent research continues to uncover the role of saving face in complex personal interactions (Keltner and Anderson, 2000) . Face-Gaining bears some similarities with western culture, as well. "Peer pressure, pride, and the desire to look good" motivates a number of individuals in business organizations (Porter, 1998) .
The other aspects of our study, including Cognitive, Relationship, and Affect, demonstrated a positive influence on sharing both tacit and explicit knowledge. In the original study, however, Cognitive influenced sharing neither explicit nor tacit knowledge. This is an interesting difference and might be explored by examining the role of tacit knowledge in both countries. Tacit knowledge has greater importance in China than in the west because Chinese organizational knowledge is mostly tacit and contextual (Burrows et al., 2005) , whereas it is the opposite in the US. In our study, our results demonstrate that appreciation of skills and experience (Cognitive) positively influences all types of knowledge sharing. To explain this in western cultural terms, we suggest that cognitive skills promote social capital, which in turn leads to increased knowledge exchange (Chiu et al., 2006; Wasko and Faraj, 2005) .
Our study revealed a positive association between knowledge sharing (both tacit and explicit) and the Relationship construct. This is another confirmation of a long-held assumption in the knowledge management literature that people are more likely to share knowledge with those with whom they have a relationship (Ma and Agarwal, 2007; Coleman, 1988) . For example, US firms doing business in China found that building relationships among employees aided tacit knowledge transfer and was more effective than using manuals and other forms of codified knowledge transfer (Burrows et al., 2005) . Both the original and replication studies demonstrated Affect as an indication of sharing knowledge, giving Chinese and US students common ground. It appears that if you like someone and care about them, you will help teach them, regardless of your culture. This may be considered obvious, but we find it reassuring to confirm this commonality between cultures.
Our results may help explain some social differences between US individuals working/studying in China and Chinese individuals working/studying in the US. The implications suggest that not only business schools, but managers in multinational corporations sensitize themselves to Guanxi effects (Murray and Fu, 2016) . Multi-cultural groups may experience slower progress due to less knowledge sharing when members do not share Guanxi. Non-Chinese employees may misunderstand Guanxi or confuse it as being part of a clique, causing ill will or mistrust between Chinese and non-Chinese work groups. Chinese teams with high levels of Guanxi may feel hurt or offended by naïve team members outside of the Guanxi network. US workers may expect their personal cognitive aspects to count heavily in knowledge sharing and may be confused when Chinese team-mates do not share. Understanding Guanxi is a critical aspect for companies doing business in China, hiring Chinese employees, or universities educating Chinese students. Likewise, it is equally important for Chinese organizations working with other cultures to understand others' lack of Guanxi awareness.
The limitations of our study primarily lie in common method variance (CMV) issues because we collected the data for dependent and independent variables simultaneously. To detect and control for CMV, we applied the Latent Common Method Variable (LCMV) approach suggested by Liang et al. (2007) . The results demonstrated that the average percentage of item variance attributed to the LCMV was below 5%, whereas the average percentage of item variance attributed to the study's constructs was over 90%, indicating that our study does not present significant CMV issues (Liang et al., 2007) . Qualitatively, our use of the original survey translation may have led to respondent confusion. It is possible that a new Volume 3 Paper 3 translation may provide some differences in results. Our selection of respondents may have also provided some differences in results, as our group included mostly undergraduates and the original study used MBA students with work experience.
Future research might include another replication with a revised survey to reflect westernized perspectives of Face-Saving and Face-Gaining. We believe that there are some aspects of Guanxi in western culture, but it will take further research to tease out these parallels. Finding commonalities between cultures aids understanding between individuals and promotes both intra-and inter-organizational success (Adler and Gundersen, 2007) . We also suggest additional cross-cultural study to explore Guanxi in international settings, determine how to increase Guanxi understanding in non-Chinese organizations, and develop ways for multi-national team members to become part of a Guanxi network. As Chinese organizations continue to do business with firms around the world, it behooves practitioners and researchers to understand the phenomenon of Guanxi and leverage the benefits it can provide, especially in terms of knowledge sharing.
In conclusion, we use replication as a means to further explore the complex topic of what influences people's intention to share knowledge. Specifically, we look at four areas that impact knowledge sharing: Cognitive, Affect, Face gaining/saving and Guanxi (or Relationship). Our survey seeks to measure the intention to share both tacit and explicit knowledge in regards to our constructs. Our results differed from the original study in two areas: Cognitive and Face gaining/saving. Affect and Guanxi (or Relationship) provided similar results in both studies. We find that Face-Gaining and Face-Saving are not as relevant to the US respondents, while Cognitive is more important to US respondents. This is the opposite of the original study and demonstrates differences between Chinese and US business culture. Affect rated similarly between both studies, indicating that when people care about each other, they share knowledge, regardless of their cultural orientation. These results serve to inform researchers and practitioners working with mixed US and Chinese organizations and teams and provide insight to manage and improve working relationships. 
